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Abstract
This article offers a personal perspective on the current state of academic publishing, and
posits that the scientific community is beset with journals that contribute little valuable
knowledge, overload the community’s capacity for high-quality peer review, and waste
resources. Open access publishing can offer solutions that benefit researchers and other
information users, as well as institutions and funders, but commercial journal publishers
have influenced open access policies and practices in ways that favor their economic
interests over those of other stakeholders in knowledge creation and sharing. One way to
free research from constraints on access is the diamond route of open access publishing, in
which institutions and funders that produce new knowledge reclaim responsibility for
publication via institutional journals or other open platforms. I argue that research journals
(especially those published for profit) may no longer be fit for purpose, and hope that
readers will consider whether the time has come to put responsibility for publishing back
into the hands of researchers and their institutions. The potential advantages and challenges
involved in a shift away from for-profit journals in favor of institutional open access
publishing are explored.
Keywords: academic publishing, diamond, editors, ethics, funders, gold, green,
institutions, journals, open access, peer review, research center, research quality,
researchers, stakeholders
¿Pueden los científicos y sus instituciones convertirse en editoriales de acceso abierto
por si mismos?
Resumen
Este artículo ofrece una perspectiva personal a propósito del estado actual de la edición
académica, y propone que la comunidad científica se encuentra lastrada por las muchas
revistas que contribuyen pocos conocimientos de valor, sobrecargan la capacidad común de
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proporcionar una revisión experta de calidad, y desperdician los recursos. La edición en
acceso abierto puede ofrecer soluciones que benefician a los investigadores y otros usuarios
de la información, además de las instituciones y los patrocinadores, pero las editoriales
comerciales de revistas científicas han influido en las políticas y prácticas del acceso
abierto mediante vías que favorecen sus intereses económicos por encima de los intereses
de otras partes interesadas en la creación y diseminación de conocimientos. Una manera de
liberar a la investigación de las restricciones al acceso es la vía diamante de edición en
acceso abierto, en la cual las instituciones y los patrocinadores que producen los nuevos
conocimientos reclaman la responsabilidad de la edición a través de revistas institucionales
u otras plataformas abiertas. Propongo que las revistas de investigación (sobre todo
aquellas que son editadas como productos comerciales) ya no cumplen con su finalidad
original, y espero que los lectores se planteen si es oportuno o no devolver a los
investigadores y sus instituciones la responsabilidad de la edición y diseminación. Se
exploran las ventajas potenciales así como los retos relacionados con el abandono
progresivo de las revistas comerciales a favor de la edición institucional en acceso abierto.
Palabras clave: acceso abierto, calidad de la investigación, centros de investigación,
diamante, dorado, edición académica, editor, ética, financiación, instituciones,
investigadores, revisión por expertos, revistas, partes interesadas, verde
**************
Note 1. Why does open access matter to me?
As a science-technical-medical translator and authors’ editor [29] I often need to learn
technical terminology and concepts quickly. But I cannot afford publishers’ paywalls for
useful-looking articles. Some publishers’ online journal platforms make it difficult to find
the corresponding author’s email address to request a copy – or do not provide one at all.
Some authors never get the final pdf of their own articles [6,17] or are afraid to share them
even in response to individual requests for research or teaching purposes. Some researchers
have told me that the publisher’s terms and conditions forbid person-to-person sharing.
Some who have complied with take-down notices have told me they were afraid that
noncompliance would place them on a blacklist and make it harder for them to publish
again in the same journal or other journals owned by the same publisher.
For me as a user of information, the current system is an obstacle that sometimes
prevents me from doing my work as well as I could. For researchers more generally,
restrictions on sharing undermine their efforts to contribute to knowledge, and restrictions
on access limit their efforts to build on current knowledge.
/**************
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Can scientists and their institutions become their own open access publishers?
Is academic publishing in peer-reviewed journals fit for purpose? It depends on who you
ask. The main commercial beneficiaries of the current system, heavily dominated by forprofit journals and tools for research quantification and evaluation, are keen defenders of
their economic model. In contrast, pioneers in open access (OA) to research argue that
digital technologies are available to make publication, access and evaluation better than
they are now [33]. Better how? In ways that benefit all stakeholders in research production,
communication and application, except for commercial enterprises that have grown and
hugely benefited from the outsourcing and privatization, by institutions that produce
research, of both publication and research evaluation.
In the now over-long and painful process of transforming research publication to take full
advantage of digital information management technologies, many major initiatives have
included commercial publishers as sources of input and guidance. Instead of truly
innovating, most big publishers have used these opportunities, together with their own
political and economic lobbying initiatives, to add relatively minor tweaks to the publishing
system in ways that ultimately favor their interests over the interests of other stakeholders.
These publishers are unlikely to take the lead in reforms that would require them to
renounce their main sources of profit: pressure to publish and research quality evaluation
systems based on journal ranking mainly with the impact factor (IF).
Are journals produced by commercial publishers providing high-quality services to
researchers? Again, it depends on who you ask. Editor and publisher errors apparently
caused by ignorance, incompetence, carelessness and lack of suitable quality controls are
on the rise. Although publishers will usually claim that errors are rare and affect only a very
small proportion of all articles, the increasing incidence of complaints from other
stakeholders is a sign that the traditional system of journal publication is no longer as
trustworthy as it once was. Meadows and Wulf described seven areas where journal
publishers’ failure to understand researchers’ needs sometimes leads to considerable
inconvenience for manuscript authors, and to errors in the publication process [31].
The risk of publication process errors is increased by large commercial publishers’
decentralization of publishing tasks, coupled with a lack of strong systems of editorial
oversight. At commercial academic journals the editor may not feel directly responsible for
anything that happens to a manuscript outside the peer review and selection process. But
little is known about editors’ formal duties and responsibilities because their contracts are
not made public and so cannot be the subject of rigorous research. Editorial and
administrative staff – often outsourced, and often (under)paid by volume of work – may not
feel accountable to anyone other than their contact person, and may not feel any particular
loyalty to the journal brand. As a result, external manuscript editors, copyeditors,
typesetters and coders may not be aware of the importance of error prevention at every step
in the publication process. Publishing imprints are usually owned by multinational
corporations whose central mission is removed from academic publishing – an environment
where editorial quality may not be a high priority for market managers and decisionmakers. As long as the publishing arm continues to bring in profits from selling
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subscriptions and article processing charges (APCs), corporate managers probably feel that
their academic knowledge market is insensitive to issues with declining journal quality.
Issues with editorial quality control
Is there is a shortage of good peer reviewers? Here too, it depends on who you ask. A small
minority of very prestigious journals can attract reviewers easily, whereas editors at other
journals struggle to find competent reviewers who provide useful feedback in a timely
manner. For many journals, reviewers have little incentive to donate time and hard
intellectual work since public recognition for their help may be meager, and employers still
do not consider good peer review a merit-worthy contribution to science. Perhaps part of
the reason for the scarcity of reviewing capacity is because new journals are launched to
occupy emerging market niches faster than sufficient numbers of researchers can learn
reviewing skills.
In my experience of more than 30 years working with researchers, the general quality of
peer review has declined, and serious errors during production and publication have
become more frequent. Authors need to work harder than ever to discover useful feedback
in reviewers’ reports, and to reconcile conflicting demands by different reviewers. Revising
the manuscript is made especially challenging when authors are caught between mutually
incompatible requests, especially if the editor provides no advice other than “please revise
your manuscript accordingly”.
Competition for publication in prestigious journals worked as a driver of quality while
research funding was generous, but cutbacks have made competition so vicious that
publication misconduct and other forms of cheating have proliferated. Editors and
reviewers are poorly equipped to detect intentional fraud and are generally reluctant to
accept responsibility for this. The publication of unreliable work would not be so
problematic if journals were responsive to post-publication alerts about serious problems,
but mechanisms for correcting the record are used inconsistently, and in many cases the
editor or publisher fails to take appropriate action. Südhof recently observed that,
“…there is little accountability for journals and reviewers. If a journal repeatedly
publishes papers that draw untenable conclusions, eventually the authors of the
papers may be blamed, but editors and reviewers who are arguably responsible for
gross negligence are not held responsible. There are insufficient checks and
balances in the publishing system; when high-ranked journals repeatedly publish
papers that are later considered unreliable or even retracted, the journals seem to
face no consequences—their premier status remains untouched” [48].
Publisher errors and interference
Readers are reporting more errors in published articles and making more requests for
corrections, but publishers seem unable to stay up to date in correcting the scientific record.
A study of editorial quality and key errors that eluded detection before publication found
that the time-to-correction (the time between the date of article publication and the date of
the correction) has increase since 1993 at three prestigious journals: Science, Nature and
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PNAS. The time-to-correction was longer for severe mistakes affecting the reliability of the
data or conclusions than for minor errors. There was no correlation between the frequencies
of published corrections and the IF across a sample of 16 journals that included both large
general science journals and major specialty journals [27].
The Retraction Watch blog lists entries for retractions motivated by publisher errors [43].
The reasons for these retractions are “accidental” duplicate (or even triplicate) publication,
duplicate manuscript submittal by authors detected after publication, lack of
correspondence between the online ahead of print and final printed versions of the same
paper, publication in the wrong journal, failure to publish conflict of interest statements,
fake or biased peer review detected after publication [44], publication of a rejected
manuscript or of the wrong version of a manuscript, undeclared editorial conflict of
interest, failure to detect and reject obviously poor or fraudulent research, and various
administrative errors. These are examples of the growing number of cases in which editors
and publishers have not handled key tasks competently.
Typesetting errors are on the rise, often because of incompetent file conversion and weak
quality assurance during journal production. Mathematicians and chemists, in particular,
are becoming disgusted with the time they waste undoing the damage caused by editorial or
production staff [34-36], and errors are also a source of concern for modelers, statisticians
and other researchers who use highly formulaic, standardized nomenclature and symbols to
communicate their work.
Examples of publication delays because of conflicts over the content abound. One
particularly painful case involved editorial interference with an article about researcher
self-publishing, in a Taylor & Francis journal [21,37,38]. More recently Tennant described
his frustrations with peer review, production and publication at a Wiley journal [49]. In
2016 a colleague and I (unbeknownst to each other at the time) spent ridiculous amounts of
time dealing with inefficient editorial practices at a major journal (Note 2).
**************
Note 2. Dear Editor, We read with interest…
A colleague and I traded notes after we published letters, several months apart, in response
to different items that appeared in a large general research journal with a double-digit
impact factor. We had each assumed that our experience was uncharacteristically
complicated, but were surprised to discover later how much of our frustration with the
process was caused by the same things. One of us had to deal with intrusive copyediting
that changed the meaning, introduced errors and required prompt, repeated action by the
author to correct. We both encountered a lack of coordination between editorial staff
members we corresponded with, and spent time resolving an issue over the journal’s absurd
policy not to publish non-institutional affiliations (we are both self-employed). Editorial
changes were made after acceptance (the journal reserves this right), yet further changes
were made even after the journal had sent us its final version for approval. This journal
does not send proofs of letters, so authors have no opportunity to see and approve what the
journal ultimately publishes. We also found editorial staff to be unfamiliar with the
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journal’s own access policies – a situation that led one editor to recommend that one of us
add a comment to our letter online, apparently without realizing that 1) letters at that time
were not open access, and 2) commenting would require purchase of online access in order
to enable the online commenting function. (This solution was of course unacceptable;
fortunately the journal found a work-around.) Although each of our letters links back to the
article we commented on, there is no link forward from the main items to our letters. In
fact, there is no indication in the main items online that the journal has published comments
about them.
The time we wasted dealing with the publishing process, all for letters containing
just 88 and 193 words, led each of us to vow never to submit anything to this journal again.
What we experienced was not the level of service to authors and readers one expects from a
top international journal.
/**************
Publishers often claim to be committed to the widest possible dissemination of articles, but
most commercial publishers use closely controlled terms and conditions of dissemination
that prevent many users from consulting published research. One result is the disturbing
trend toward the “enclosure of scholarly infrastructure” [5]. The merger of Springer and
Nature Publishing Group, the acquisition of Mendeley and SSRN by Elsevier [28], and
Elsevier’s PURE tool [19] are examples of corporate strategies to consolidate the academic
journal oligopoly, and to amalgamate and control as many links as possible in the chain of
knowledge communication and sharing.
Gold open access: an unsustainable option?
The conversion by commercial publishers to OA financed through APCs instead of
subscriptions (flipping) may not be sustainable in the long term. Moreover, flipping would
perpetuate the flow of public or philanthropic funds toward private profit, and perpetuate
the current inequities in the affordability of OA for many researchers, institutions and
countries.
Several analyses have noted the drawbacks of hybrid OA options offered by commercial
publishers as a model for gold OA. Harnad has always considered this approach “fool’s
gold” because it makes little economic sense for research funders to pay APCs as long as
green OA via repositories is an option [20]. Björk has reasoned that if the hybrid OA
solution provides “a vehicle for the successful transformation of leading subscription
publishers to OA publishers”, the result may be that “the major subscription publishers
could end up dominating the OA market, charging academia roughly the same amount of
money for their services as before, and their profit levels would remain the same as before”
[6]. The Pay It Forward Study, which investigated the sustainability of APC-based OA,
concluded that “[f]or the most research-intensive North American research institutions, the
total cost to publish in a fully article processing charge-funded journal market will exceed
current library journal budgets” [54]. In a 2014 report prepared at the request of the
European Commission, Archimbault et al. noted that, “[t]he current model of back end toll
access is simply unsustainable because of the gross social inefficiency and ineffectiveness”
– a situation “that taxpayers the world over should not tolerate”. Regarding institutional
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mandates for gold OA, these authors concluded that favoring a shift from reader-pays
access to author-pays access could transform access from an issue of inaccessibility into an
issue of inequality. In their words, “[n]either inaccessibility nor growing inequality are
acceptable considering that universalism is one of the core values of scientific research”
[2].
Fuchs and Sandoval renamed gold OA “corporate OA”, noting that APCs favor commercial
publishers’ interests above all other stakeholders. These authors pointed out that
discussions about gold OA tend to focus on the purported need for APCs to cover
publishers’ costs, while overlooking the fact that most OA journals do not charge APCs, or
charge fees much lower than those levied by hybrid OA journals. In addition, they noted
that journal coverage by Web of Science seems clearly skewed in favor of hybrid journals
with a gold OA option, whereas coverage of OA journals with low or no publication fees is
disproportionately sparse and unrepresentative of the fact that low- or no-APC OA journals
far outnumber hybrid OA journals [16].
A report by Solomon et al. [47] focused on the flip to OA in 15 different journals – 10 that
depend on APCs and 5 that do not. These authors provide examples of economic and
management strategies, evidence of changes that were or were not successful, and their
own analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of different flipping strategies. Their analysis
looked at the APC conversion process through the lens of economic sustainability for
subscription-based publishers, the underlying assumptions being that journals are and will
remain the main package for delivering new knowledge, and must remain profitable or at
least not loss-making. Brembs explained the gold OA situation for researchers, funders and
information users bluntly:
“What determines how much we are going to pay for an OA article as long as we
have for-profit publishers in there is not going to be what their costs are; it’s going
to be how much can they can charge for it and still survive and actually make a
profit that is better than their competitors” [8].
Librarians and information scientists were among the first to warn policymakers of the
excessive costs of journal subscriptions and APCs, and to propose more cost-effective
alternatives. Although this article does not cover their contributions to debates about OA
and institutional publishing in depth, it is important to acknowledge their role as researchers
and stakeholders in the publishing system. Table 1 provides a few sources of additional
information.
Table 1. Librarians as sources of open access research and expertise
Source
Library Publishing
Coalition (LPC)

Available at
http://www.librarypublis
hing.org/about-us .
Accessed 7 Sept 2016

Notes
“Based on core library values, and
building on the traditional skills of
librarians, [library publishing] is
distinguished from other publishing
fields by a preference for Open
Access dissemination as well as a
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willingness to embrace informal and
experimental forms of scholarly
communication and to challenge the
status quo.”
The LPC
Bibliography

University of
California Libraries.
Pay it Forward
Team. Pay it
Forward.
Investigating a
Sustainable Model
of Open Access
Article Processing
Charges for Large
North American
Research Institutions
University of
Cambridge Office of
Scholarly
Communication.
Unlocking Research
Blog

Walters T. The
Future Role of
Publishing Services
in University
Libraries. In
Libraries and the
Academy, Vol. 8,
No. 4 (2008), pp.
425–454. Baltimore:
The Johns Hopkins
University Press.

http://www.librarypublis
hing.org/resources/biblio

Lists articles published from 2013 to
the present about the key
contributions of institutional
librarians and information scientists
to institution-led publishing
http://icis.ucdavis.edu/wp A large-scale study by the University
of California, Davis, and the
content/uploads/2016/07/ California Digital Library on behalf
UC-Pay-It-Forwardof the University of California
FinalLibraries, with collaboration from
Report.rev_.7.18.16.pdf . libraries at Harvard University, Ohio
Accessed 9 Aug 2016
State University and the University of
British Columbia. The finding shed
“new light on the financial viability
of the article processing charge
business model to create open access
at a much larger scale”.
https://unlockingresearch Maintained by the Office of
.blog.lib.cam.ac.uk/?page Scholarly Communication based in
_id=2 . Accessed 13 Sept the University of Cambridge Library
2016
and the University Research Office,
the threads in this blog cover
scholarly communication, open
research, open access, research data
management, and library and training
matters.
https://www.press.jhu.ed
u/journals/portal_librarie
s_and_the_academy/port
al_pre_print/articles/12.4
walters.pdf . Accessed 7
Sept 2016

From the abstract: “The study
participants comprised university
library directors, library managers
responsible for publishing services,
and library association personnel and
consultants involved in publishing.
Many participants saw collaborating
with multiple libraries and other
stakeholder organizations to establish
publishing cooperatives as essential.”

An adverse but perhaps predictable result of the hybrid journal model based on APCs is the
OA gold rush of predatory journal publishers that compete with legitimate journals for
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authors’ funds. As in any uncontrolled, unregulated competition for something of value,
those who act in good faith are deceived and elbowed out by cheaters, eager to exploit an
opportunity for easy gains before an authority steps in to provide order. Commercial journal
publishers were quick to exploit APCs, arguing that they were entitled to this source of
revenue to replace income lost from cancelled subscriptions. Unfortunately, setting up a
decoy online journal to attract APCs is simple, and disguising the website as a legitimate
journal requires only a little more effort by scammers. When researchers mistake a fake
journal for a legitimate one, they not only waste their time and money, but may find they
cannot withdraw and resubmit their work elsewhere because they cannot recall their
copyright transfer. In the USA the Federal Trade Commission recently brought legal action
against one publisher because it has “deceiv[ed] readers about reviewing practices,
publication fees, and the nature of its editorial boards” [30].
The demarcation between predatory and legitimate journals, however, is sometimes blurred
by a tendency to label legitimate journals as “predatory” on the basis of assumptions about
how or where they operate. Moreover, established commercial publishers also engage in
predatory-like behavior when they provide poor service to authors, readers and institutions
despite payment of an APC [3,13,24,53].
Repositories and online networks: a necessary transitional step?
Online open repositories for preprints and postprints are available to facilitate access to
research (see for example [4]). So far two main types of repository have appeared. Larger,
discipline-centered depots include arXiv, bioRxiv, chemRxiv [1], SSRN and SocArXiv, to
be launched as a replacement for SSRN [9]. In addition, institutional repositories are being
created by individual organizations, funders and consortia (see for example [57,58]).
Repositories increasingly provide tools for users to review, annotate and evaluate items,
and these functions make repositories a good way to meet the needs of most stakeholders.
As one of the foundations of green OA, repositories are a partial solution to truly open
access but seem to create as many problems as they solve. If an institutional repository
interface is hard to learn and use, researchers will not be inclined to spend undue time
uploading each preprint or postprint. The repository version may not be appropriately
labeled or may not be linked to the final (non-OA) version. For information users on a tight
deadline, it can be frustrating to find a desired item on an open repository, only to have to
search further to identify the journal and locate the table of contents in order to obtain full
bibliographic details for citation. A further drawback of repositories created to support
green OA is that within the broader publication ecosystem, they are ultimately a workaround that consumes funder’s resources to accommodate commercial publishers’
embargoes on access to the version of record.
Social academic networks like Academia.edu and ResearchGate are often easier and faster
for researchers to use than discipline-related or institutional repositories. But if these
networks operate as businesses, their long-term availability is uncertain because they are
subject to economic forces rather than the needs of the scientific community [6]. In other
words, commercial networks that cease to be profitable may disappear with no warning. Or
they may simply be acquired and terminated by competitors.
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Diamond open access: institutions as publishers
Fuchs and Sandoval [16] worried that publication in commercial journals uses research
funding in an unsustainable manner by feeding a system that has taken control of research
communication away from scientists and the academy. As a way to reclaim the academic
commons, they proposed diamond OA publishing. The diamond route is defined by
University of Groningen Library as a model that
“differs from gold open access in that the costs of editing, peer review, online
publication, hosting, etc., are borne by an institution, fund or collaborative
arrangement. Societies, universities and other noncommercial institutions make an
infrastructure available and most of the professional work is done by academics in
their roles as editors or peer reviewers” [55].
As explained by Fuchs and Sandoval, diamond OA publishing “can realise the true essence
of academia as a communication system that produces and communicates academic
knowledge as a commons in an open process”. They further note that a shift to this route
will require “public funding, policies that base evaluations and research grants on the
diamond model and a system of rewards for scholars who act as editors, editorial board
members or reviewers for such publications”. In summary, they recommend bringing all
research dissemination activities back under the purview of research funders, particularly
public institutions, and eliminating commercial intermediaries from the system.
Open access journals published with support from research institutions [32] are another
alternative with close parallels to diamond OA, and institutional journals could of course
coexist with other institutional publishing platforms. In either package the diamond OA
model returns control of publishing to the academic and scholarly community, where it was
as recently as the mid-20th century before the boom in commercial journal publishing. The
researcher-driven diamond route can in fact be seen not as a type of OA, and not as an
ideological goal supported by members of some movement, but simply as a return to the
way scientists used to publish, free from third-party service provider-imposed constraints to
access and the economic indenture that have resulted from outsourcing key responsibilities
for scholarly communication to commercial intermediaries.
If most research is funded by taxpayers and not-for-profit institutions, why are commercial
enterprises being allowed to control publication and access according to market interests
that work against the widest possible dissemination of research results? Bringing research
publication and evaluation back under the purview of public institutions and other not-forprofit funders could have a number of advantages. For example, institution-based open
access research publishing has the potential to:
- reduce the overall costs of dissemination and access,
- increase transparency and accountability,
- save funds now being spent on the race to publish as much as possible,
- increase the speed and efficiency of dissemination and access,
- reduce global inequities in the creation of new knowledge, and
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- forestall the trend toward enclosure of publication and evaluation by commercial
companies.
Fewer, better journals [22] and a shift toward research publishing in large, open,
institutional or discipline-focused platforms could make knowledge sharing more efficient
and cost-effective. Institutional diamond OA publishing could greatly reduce the volume of
information in the research literature if institutions focused on publishing only their best
work and refrained from disseminating preliminary results or least publishable units. As a
result, the scientific community’s currently overstretched capacity for rigorous peer review
is more likely to be sufficient for all new contributions. Moreover, it would become easier
for users to stay up to date with new publications.
Staff experts in methodology, statistics, ethics, writing and reporting would be key sources
of expertise in ensuring quality control and enhancing the institution’s reputation for
careful, rigorous work. Publication support provided by in-house colleagues is likely, I
believe, to be more effective in upholding quality than the current circuitous route to
publication through intermediaries. Currently, gaps in reviewers’ and editors’ expertise
allow flawed work to get through to publication, and mechanisms for correcting the
scientific record often fail because of publishers’ and institutions’ lack of motivation or
conflicting priorities. With institution-managed publishing, the marker of rigor and quality
would be the institution, not the journal brand. In addition, institutional OA platforms could
be used to make valuable knowledge available in other formats [58] such as methodology
notes, datasets, replications, bibliographies and theses. Routes to research dissemination
independently of journal publishers are now being actively explored [24,40),41]
Challenges and changes
Resources now made available for gold OA publication and journal access should be
redirected toward publication under the aegis of institutions and funders, with no need for
commercial intermediaries that, I argue here, are no longer serving science or society well.
Could institutions (e.g. universities, research centers, libraries, scientific societies) offer
researchers a better way to publish? At his Open and Shut blog Poynder observed that,
“many are concluding that it is time for the research community to wean itself off for-profit
publishers”. He noted, however, that efforts by the academic community “to recover its
ownership of scholarly communication, and in the process regain control of costs”
undoubtedly face significant challenges [42]. Quantifying the total cost of publication is
complex because publishers make different deals with their institutional clients (the terms
of which are often subject to confidentiality clauses), and institutions themselves do not
always have accurate records of their publication costs [39]. Estimating the cost of creating
and running institutional journals and platforms for research dissemination is likewise
difficult. Table 2 provides some current sources of information on the costs of open access
publishing.
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Table 2. Blogs, reports and research on the costs of open access
Source
Bergstrom TC. Ted
Bergstrom’s Journal
Pricing Page
Bergstrom TC,
Courant P, McAfee
RP. Big Deal Contract
Project

Available at
http://econ.ucsb.edu/~tedb/Jo
urnals/jpricing.html .
Accessed 10 Sept 2016
http://econ.ucsb.edu/~tedb/Jo
urnals/BundleContracts.html .
Accessed 10 Sept 2016

Bergstrom TC,
Courant P, McAfee
RP. Journal costeffectiveness 3013

http://www.journalprices.com A compendium of data on
journal prices, citations, and
/ . Accessed 10 Sept 2016
number of articles published,
with estimates of value per
dollar for each of about 7,000
journals. Searchable by journal
title, publisher and ISSN.
http://www.pnas.org/content/
111/26/9425.full.pdf .
Accessed 10 Sept 2016

Bergstrom TC,
Courant PN, McAfee
RP, Williams MA
(2014) Evaluating big
deal journal bundles.
Proc Nat Acad Sci
111(26):9425–9430
Brembs B. How Gold
Open Access May
Make Things Worse.
bjoern.brembs.blog
The blog of
neurobiologist Björn
Brembs
Brembs B. What
Interacting With
Publishers Felt Like
For This Open Access
Proponent.
bjoern.brembs.blog
The blog of

http://bjoern.brembs.net/2016
/04/how-gold-open-accessmay-make-things-worse/ .
Posted 7 Apr 2016. Accessed
5 Aug 2016
http://bjoern.brembs.net/2016
/08/what-interacting-withpublishers-felt-like-for-thisopen-access-proponent/.
Posted 1 Aug 2016. Accessed
3 Aug 2016.

Notes
Main site for economist Ted
Bergstrom’s work on journal
pricing
This group of economists, “[a]s
citizens of the academic
community, are interested in
helping librarians to understand
the dynamic economic problem
that they face and aiding them
in negotiating effectively with
large publishers. We plan to
release a collection of
information and analyses that
will serve this purpose.”
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neurobiologist Björn
Brembs.
Crawford W. Cites &
Insights: Crawford at
large

http://citesandinsights.info/ .
Accessed 4 Aug 2016

Crawford, a semi-retired library
writer, editor, speaker,
researcher and systems analyst,
writes an ongoing series of
thorough, data-rich critical
analyses of developments in
open access publishing.

Crawford W. Gold
Open Access Journals
2011-2015 (2016)
Cites & Insights:
Crawford at Large
16(5) June

http://citesandinsights.info/ci
v16i5.pdf . Accessed 4 Aug
2016

An overview of global costs of
OA journal publishing
categorized in three knowledge
areas (human and social
sciences, hard sciencestechnology-economicsmathematics, and biomedicine)
and covering article volumes of
journals, fees and revenue,
publisher category, country of
publication, regions and APCs,
viability, gray OA (delisting)
and the Directory of Open
Access Journals.

Crawford W. Gold
Open Access Journals
2011-2015 (2016)
Cites & Insights
Books, Livermore,
California

http://www.lulu.com/us/en/sh
op/walt-crawford/gold-openaccess-journals-20112015/paperback/product22758867.html . Free version
available at
http://waltcrawford.name/goa
j1115.pdf . Accessed 10 Sept
2016

“This book reports on a
comprehensive analysis of
serious open access journals as
of December 31, 2015: nearly
11,000 journals in the Directory
of Open Access Journals. For
10,324 of the journals, the
study includes whether or not
there's an article processing
charge (APC), how much it is,
and the number of articles in
each year 2011 through 2015.
The state of serious gold OA is
described in terms of article
volume, fees and revenue,
subject segments, regions, type
of publisher and other aspects.”

Harnad S. Publishing
Costs. Open Access
Archivangelism

http://openaccess.eprints.org/i
ndex.php?/categories/18-
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Publishing-Costs . 14 April
2016. Accessed 7 Sept 2016
Pinfield S, Salter J,
Bath PA (2016) The
“Total Cost of
Publication” in a
Hybrid Open-Access
Environment:
Institutional
Approaches to
Funding Journal
Article-Processing
Charges in
Combination With
Subscriptions. Journal
of the Association for
Information Science
and Technology
67(7):1751–1766
Shamash K. Article
processing charges
(APCs) and
subscriptions.
Monitoring open
access costs (Report).
Joint Information
Systems Committee
(JISC).
Solomon D, Björk BC (2016) Article
processing charges for
open access
publication – the
situation for research
intensive universities
in the USA and
Canada. PeerJ
4:e2264; DOI
10.7717/peerj.2264
Tennant JP, Waldner
F, Jacques DC,
Masuzzo P, Collister
LB, Hartgerink CHJ
(2016) The academic,
economic and societal

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com
/doi/10.1002/asi.23446/full .
Accessed 9 Sept 2016

https://www.jisc.ac.uk/reports
/apcs-and-subscriptions
Published 27 June 2016.
Accessed 7 Sept 2016

At UK universities hybrid
journals accounted for 80% of
APC expenditure in 2014-2015.
APCs account for <15% of
publication costs (subscriptions
+ APCs) but this proportion is
expected to increase.

https://peerj.com/articles/226
4/ . Accessed 10 Sept 2016

http://f1000research.com/artic
les/5-632/v1 . Published
online 2016 Jun 9. doi:
10.12688/f1000research.8460
.2. PMCID: PMC4837983.
Accessed 2 Sept 2016

This review contains a useful
summary of information from
studies about the economics of
OA publishing.
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impacts of Open
Access: an evidencebased review. Version
2. F1000Res 5: 632
West JD, Bergstrom
T, Bergstrom CT
(2014) Cost
Effectiveness of Open
Access Publications.
Economic Inquiry
52(4):1315–1321

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com
/doi/10.1111/ecin.12117/abstr
act . Accessed 10 Sept 2016

If stakeholders worked together, economic and human resources already available might be
more than sufficient to move research dissemination to institutional platforms. A recent
overview of the impact of OA concluded that “[f]or libraries, universities, governments,
and research institutions, one major benefit of lowering the cost of knowledge is a budget
that allows them to spend their resources more wisely” [50]. If institutions invest in
building OA repositories or other platforms, it makes sense for institutions, their
researchers and information users, rather than commercial corporations, to be the main
beneficiaries of these investments. As explained by Haspelmath, a major goal of
institutional diamond OA publishing would be to “create new prestigious labels that belong
to us, the scientists, to give us freedom of publication. Publication labels are actually even
more important to us than our campuses, and even more intrinsically connected to our
careers and to our research environment” [22].
Another challenge would be to reform the way research productivity is evaluated and
rewarded. The interdependence of commercial journal publishing and IF-based research
evaluation was noted by Tracz in his talk “Life after the death of science journals” at the
2016 Researcher to Reader conference [52]. Responding to a comment about researchers’
lack of motivation to use publisher-independent platforms rather than journals, Tracz
observed that it is “unbelievably hard to stop the IF”, and that the only way this could
happen is if journals were brought to an end. Tracz saw the role of funders is a key factor in
this change, noting that if funders decide they want researchers to publish on platforms,
“there will simply not be a place for journals”. Innovative publishing platforms were
described in a recent evidence-based review of the economic and societal impacts of OA
[50] that considered the perspectives of a number of stakeholders including policymakers,
publishers, research funders, governments, learned societies, librarians, and academic
communities.
Institutional publishing should be associated with professional prestige and merit, so the
journal IF would need to be replaced with different approaches to evaluation that
emphasize researchers and the quality of their work. By halting the race to publish and
replacing it with incentives that favor scientific rigor and transparency, institutions could
foster the publication of fewer, better articles. This measure could remove the perverse
incentives that lead to the publication of unreliable work [11,23] and prevent the damage to
an institution’s reputation that results from the publication of unsound work. In addition,
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institutions and funders could place greater value on evidence of altruism and openness as
the main drivers of knowledge sharing. As Brembs noted in 2013,
“by overcoming journal rank and replacing it with a scientific reputation system as
part of an institution-based publishing service for scholarly literature, software and
data, we could collectively free more than US$9b every year for science and
innovation. By further delaying publishing reform, we not only keep wasting taxpayer money, we also continue to reward salesmen who may possibly also be great
scientists (if we are lucky) and to punish excellent scientists who are not
extraordinary marketers” [7].
Publication in commercial research journals has become an outmoded, often untransparent
and unaccountable, wasteful and dysfunctional system to communicate research. These
journals are no longer fit-for-purpose because they do not meet the needs of researchers and
society on a global level for rapid, efficient access to and exchange of information. Funders
and institutions around the world have begun to resist pressures from commercial journal
publishers to perpetuate costly subscription and APC agreements that allow research
dissemination and access only under the publisher’s terms [10,18,45,51,56]. The current
burden of unneeded journals, many with ineffectual quality control, is in itself a waste of
resources. Yet publishers force institutions to subscribe to unwanted and unused journals as
part of their big deals – an abusive negotiating strategy that librarians have been
denouncing for years. Journals and articles that contain unreliable information waste the
funding used to produce and report the research, waste the resources publishers use to
process submissions, waste resources used by indexers and aggregators to cover the many
thousands of articles that are never read or cited, and waste readers’ time in the process of
literature searching and review. So many unreliable and unused publications are being
added to the literature that the overall trustworthiness of published research is being
compromised [13].
Will stakeholders in research put a stop to this cascade of waste? The League of European
Research Universities has supported plans by the 2016 Dutch European Union Presidency
to reduce the flow of research funds to commercial publishers [26]. Some funders have
begun to re-examine how they can better support the cost-effective sharing of research
results, and some national governments and international agencies, most notably the
European Commission [12,14,15,58], have begun to rethink how to make the best use of
OA. Although the EC Guidelines on Open Access to Scientific Publications and Research
Data in Horizon 2020 [15] appear to consider journal publication as the preferred mode of
dissemination, participants at the EC-sponsored workshop “Alternative Open Access
Publishing Models” in October 2015 emphasized the need to move away from traditional
publishers and APC-funded OA [46]. An important step back from reliance on third-party
publishing has been taken by the Wellcome Foundation, which recently launched its own
OA journal [25].
Commercial academic publishers justify their economic models by repeating that somebody
has to pay for their publishing services to keep their system sustainable. Actually,
somebody already is paying for and otherwise subsidizing their system, and that somebody
is us: researchers, unpaid editors and reviewers, funders, libraries, producers and users of
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new knowledge, taxpayers, citizens. It is time for stakeholders to come together and try to
make research publishing an open enterprise that everyone, both within and outside
academia, can benefit from.
The year 2016 marked a move from denial to acceptance of the notion that commercial
journal publishing may be dying as the main medium for disseminating new knowledge.
Stakeholders should now look ahead and plan for a transition to new, open platforms. In a
future without for-profit journals, the survivors and descendants of the old system could use
digital, financial and institutional resources to move ahead and flourish by rebuilding a
more efficient, more transparent and more globally equitable system of research
communication and sharing.
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